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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 
of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Re. Claims 1, 2 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tengel et. al. (U.S. Patent and in view of Andersen et. al. (US Patent 
5,774,883) and further in view of http://www.iaue.com/meraew.htm Thereafter ique.com) 
and Novastar Financial, Inc. Announces On-Line Automated Loan Origination and 
Approval As Fannie Mae Seller/Servicer, June 16, 1999 (hereafter Novastar). 

Re. Claim 1, Tengel discloses a method for loan application comprising: 

• completing an electronic loan application form on a loan application terminal, the 
loan application terminal connected to a loan application server (cot. 7 lines 6 - 
19); 

• requesting a credit report via the loan application terminal (cot. 8 line 66 - cot. 9 
Iine10); 

creating a loan package comprising the electronic loan form, the credit report, 
and the electronic copy of the supporting documents (cot. 81ine 66 - cot. 9 line 
22); and 

• submitting the loan package electronically to a plurality of lenders (cot. 2 lines 52 
-58). 

Tengel does not directly disclose: 

• assembling and scanning supporting documents from a borrower for a loan 
to create an electronic copy of the supporting documents; 

• parsing the credit references in a user-configurable manner or scanning. 
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Anderson discloses a system comprising assembling and scanning supporting 
documents from a borrower for a loan to create an electronic copy of the supporting 
documents (Col. 9, lines 48-55). 

A software package called SMARTALX which discloses parsing is mentioned in 
Tengel. Ique.com's website discloses that the SMARTALX software includes 
receiving the credit report comprising credit references and parsing the credit 
references in a user-configurable manner (Page 3). 

Anderson discloses a system comprising assembling and scanning supporting 
documents from a borrower for a loan to create an electronic copy of the supporting 
documents (Col. 9, lines 48-55). 

Novastar discloses a method for loan application and credit correction comprising the 
borrower deciding to dispute a credit reference; the borrower designating electronically 
those credit references to be disputed; the borrower designating to the loan application 
server electronically the reason for disputing the credit reference; the loan application 
server automatically generating a dispute communication relating to the credit reference 
(Novastar - Paragraph 3). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the teachings of Tengel to include the parsing of ique.com with the scanning 
of Andersen, and the credit dispute procedure of Novastar to allow the credit report to 
be sorted and manipulated for easier viewing, to help input the information for the 
completion of the application and to correct credit reports for better loan opportunities. 

Re. Claim 2, Tengel discloses the method for loan application and credit correction of 
claim 1 further comprising receiving electronic offers from the plurality of lenders at the 
loan application terminal, and electronically submitting the offers to the borrower for 
selection (Col. 9, lines 55-59). 

Re. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Novastar 
as in claim 1 above and in view of Tengel. 
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It is obvious that Novastar's disclosed method includes the loan application server 
adding any response to the dispute communications to the loan package, since the prior 
dispute steps disclosed by Novastar would be without purpose if this step was not 
included. 

Novastar does not explicitly disclose the server submitting the loan package to a 
plurality of lenders for review after completion of the dispute steps. 
Tengel discloses the server submitting the loan package to a plurality of lenders 
for review (Supra). 

It would have been obvious to an ordinary practitioner of the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to have combined the disclosures of Novastar with those of 
Tengel for the purpose of establishing a more efficient automated method for on 
line loan application to establish an enhanced competitive offering in the consumer 
loan market place. 

3. Claim 5 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Tengel in view of ique.com and further in view of Dykstra et al. (U.S. Patent 
5,611,052) and Novastar. 

Re. Claim 5, Tengel discloses requesting credit information from a plurality of credit 
bureaus and receiving credit information electronically from the plurality of credit 
bureaus (Col. 9 lines 1 - 10 and Fig. 2A-206 & 208). 

Tengel does not disclose parsing and configuring credit information or a credit dispute 
process. Dykstra discloses a loan application system comprising parsing the credit 
information into categories in a database (Col. 5, lines 39 - 49). The SMARTALX 
product of ique.com discloses configuring the credit information in the database 
according to the user definable parameters of ique.com (Supra). It would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
teachings of Tengel to include the parsing of ique.com and the database of Dykstra to 
allow the credit report to be sorted and manipulated for easier viewing and to store the 
information in a manipulative format for later use. 
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Tengel does not disclose a credit dispute process. 

Novastar discloses configuring the credit information in the database according to user 
definable parameters: the borrower deciding to dispute a credit reference; the borrower 
or broker designating electronically those credit references to be disputed; the borrower 
or broker designating electronically the reason for disputing the credit reference; and 
automatically generating a dispute communication relating to the credit reference. 
(Supra). 

It would have been obvious to an ordinary practitioner of the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to have combined the disclosures of Dyskstra and Novastar 
with those of Tengel for the purpose of establishing a more efficient automated 
method for on line loan application to establish an enhanced competitive offering 
in the consumer loan market place. 

Re. Claim 20, Novastar discloses the method of claim 5 further comprising the 
borrower or broker requesting credit information from a plurality of credit bureaus 
(Supra). 



4. Claims 6-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tengel in view of Novastar and further in view of Dykstra and igue.com . 

Re. Claim 6, Tengel discloses a system for loan application comprising; 

• a loan application terminal comprising a loan application form to be completed by 
a borrower and further comprising an electronic request is form for requesting 
credit bureau information about the borrower (Col. 4, lines 53 - 64 and Col. 8, line 
66 - Col. 9 line 22); 

• a network connected to the loan application terminal; a loan application server 
connected to the loan application terminal over the network for receiving the loan 
application form and the request for credit information (Col. 4, line 65 - Col. 5 line 
11); 

• the server further comprising instructions for requesting the credit information 
electronically from the plurality of credit bureaus and receiving the credit 
information over the network (Col. 8, line 66 - Col. 9, line 22); 

• the server further comprising instructions for assembling the loan application 
form together with the credit information to form a loan package and for 
submitting the loan package to a plurality of lenders over the network (Col. 9, 
lines 11 -22); 
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• the server further comprises instructions for permitting the borrower to identify 
credit references of interest (Col. 9, lines 1-10); 

• the server further comprising instructions for assembling the loan application 
form together with the credit information to form a loan package and for 
submitting the loan package to a plurality of lenders over the network (Supra). 

Tengel does not disclose disclose credit dispute resolution. 
However, Novastar discloses dispute resolution: 

• wherein the server further comprises instructions for allowing the borrower to 
designate those credit references that the borrower wishes to dispute (Paragraph 
3). 

• wherein the server further comprises instructions for presenting to the customer 
options for explaining and disputing the inaccurate credit references, for 
generating letters to the credit bureaus based upon the dispute (Paragraph 3). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the teachings of Tengel to include the dispute resolution of Novastar to 
conveniently dispute credit reports. 

Re. Claim 7, Tengel teaches the server comprises instructions for receiving offers from 
lenders desiring to lend money to the borrow and for conveying the offers from the 
lenders to the borrower (Col. 9, lines 23 - 31). 

Re. Claim 8, Tengel is discussed in claim 6 above. Tengel does not disclose parsing. 
Dykstra discloses a method comprising instructions for parsing the received credit 
information into a database and for displaying the parsed credit information according to 
user-definable parameters (dyk col. 5 lines 39 - 58). It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the teachings of Tengel to 
include the parsing into the database of Dykstra to allow the data to be stored and 
manipulated into a desirable format for the future. 



Re. Claim 9, Tengel is discussed in claim 6 above. Tengel does not disclose formatting 
credit information. 

The SMARTALX software on the igue.com website discloses a system for loan 
application and credit correction wherein the server further comprises instructions for 
displaying to a borrower a narrative version of the received credit information from 
igue.com's web site (Supra). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the 
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time the invention was made to modify the teachings of Tengel to include the display 
features of igue.com's web site.to allow the user to change the credit information to a 
more comfortable format. 

Re. Claim 10, Tengel teaches a system for loan application wherein the network is the 
internet (Co14, line 65 - Col. 5, line 2; Col. 8, lines 32-38). 

Re. Claim 11, Tengel does not disclose a wireless network. However, the kind or type 
of item is not a test for inventive step. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the 
art to modify the system of Tengel to include a wireless network to make the system 
more mobile. 

Re- Claim 12, Tengel does not disclose an intranet network. However, the kind or type - 
of item is not a test for inventive step. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the 
art to modify the system of Tengel to include an intranet network as a well known 
additional communications option. 

5. Claims 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tengel and in view of Dykstra and further in view of ique.com and Novastar. 

Re. Claim 16, Tengel disclosures a system for reviewing credit information comprising: 

• a computer terminal comprising means to input a request for credit information 
about a borrower (Supra); 

• a network connected to the computer terminal (Supra); 

• a server connected to the computer terminal over the network for receiving the 
request for credit information (Supra); 

• the server further comprising instructions for requesting the credit information 
electronically from at least one credit bureau and receiving the credit information 
over the network (Supra); 

Tengel does not diclose that the server further comprises instructions for parsing the 
received credit information into a database and for displaying the parsed credit 
information according to user-definable parameters. However, Dykstra discloses a 



Application/Control Number: 09/517,419 
Art Unit: 3628 



Page 8 



server which comprises instructions for parsing the received credit information into a 
database and for displaying the parsed credit information according to user- 
definable parameters. Dykstra discloses a loan application system comprising 
parsing the credit information into categories in a database (Supra). The 
SMARTALX product of ique.com discloses configuring the credit information in the 
database according to the user definable parameters of ique.com. It would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
the teachings of Tengel to include the parsing of ique.com and the database of 
Dykstra to allow the credit report to be sorted and manipulated for easier viewing 
and to store the information in a manipulative format for later use. 
Tengel does not disclose that 

• the server further comprises instructions for permitting the borrower to identify 
credit references of interest; 

• the server further comprises instructions for allowing the borrower to designate 
those credit references that the borrower wishes to dispute; and 

• the server further comprises instructions for presenting to the borrower options 
for explaining and disputing the inaccurate credit references, and for 
automatically generating a communication to the credit bureau based upon the 
dispute option selected by the borrower. 

However, Novastar discloses: 

• the server further comprises instructions for permitting the borrower to identify 
credit references of interest; 

• the server further comprises instructions for allowing the borrower to designate 
those credit references that the borrower wishes to dispute; and 

• the server further comprises instructions for presenting to the borrower options 
for explaining and disputing the inaccurate credit references, and for 
automatically generating a communication to the credit bureau based upon the 
dispute option selected by the borrower. 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the teachings of Tengel to include the parsing of ique.com with the the credit 
dispute procedure of Novastar to allow the credit report to be sorted and manipulated 
for easier viewing, to help input the information for the completion of the application and 
to correct credit reports for better loan opportunities. 

Re. Claim 17, Tengel discloses the system of claim 16 wherein the network is 
selected from the group consisting of the internet, a wireless network, and an intranet 
(Supra). 

Re. Claim 18, the disclosures of Tengel are cited above. Tengel does not explicitly 
disclose the aspect of the system of claim 16 wherein the server further comprises 
instructions for parsing the received credit information into a database and for displaying 
the parsed credit information according to user-definable parameters. However, Dykstra 
discloses a system wherein the server further comprises instructions for parsing the 
received credit information into a database and for displaying the parsed credit 
information according to user-definable parameters (Supra). It would have been obvious 
to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the teachings of 
Tengel to include the parsing system of Dykstra to allow the credit report to be sorted 
and manipulated for easier viewing, to help input the information for the completion of 
the application and to correct credit reports for better loan opportunities. 

Re. Claim 19, Tengel discloses the system of claim 16 wherein the server further 
comprises instructions for displaying to a borrower a narrative version of the 
received credit information (Supra). 

6. Claims 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Tengel as in claim 1 above and in view of Dykstra and further in view of 
ique.com and Novastar. 
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Re. Claim 21, Tengel discloses a method for reviewing credit information comprising: 

• a borrower or broker requesting credit information from at least one credit 
bureau; receiving credit information electronically from the at least one credit 
bureau (Supra); 

Tengel does not disclose a method wherein: 

• the borrower deciding to dispute a credit reference; 

• the borrower or broker designating electronically those credit references to be 
disputed; 

• the borrower or broker designating electronically the reason for disputing the 
credit reference; and 

• automatically generating a dispute communication relating to the credit 
reference. 

However, Novastar discloses a method wherein: 

• the borrower deciding to dispute a credit reference; 

• the borrower or broker designating electronically those credit references to be 
disputed (Supra); 

• the borrower or broker designating electronically the reason for disputing the 
credit reference (Supra); and 

• for automatically generating a dispute communication relating to the credit 
reference (Supra). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the teachings of Tengel to include the credit dispute procedure of Novastar to 
help input credit information for the completion of the application and to correct credit 
reports for better loan opportunities. 

Re. Claim 22, Tengel discloses a system for reviewing credit information comprising a 
computer terminal comprising means to input a request for credit information about a 
borrower, including a network connected to the computer terminal; a server connected 
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to the computer terminal over the network for receiving the request for credit 
information; and the server further comprising instructions for requesting the credit 
information electronically from at least one credit bureau and receiving the credit 
information over the network (Supra). 

Tengel does not explicitly disclose a system wherein the server further comprises 
instructions for allowing the borrower to designate those credit references that the 
borrower wishes to dispute; and the server further comprises instructions for 
presenting to the borrower options for explaining and disputing the inaccurate credit 
references, and for automatically generating a communication to the credit bureau 
based upon the dispute option selected by the borrower. 
However, Novastar discloses a system wherein the server further comprises 
instructions for allowing the borrower to designate those credit references that the 
borrower wishes to dispute; and the server further comprises instructions for 
presenting to the borrower options for explaining and disputing the inaccurate credit 
references, and for automatically generating a communication to the credit bureau 
based upon the dispute option selected by the borrower (Supra). 
It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the teachings of Tengel to include the credit dispute system of Novastar to 
help input credit information for the completion of the application and to correct credit 
reports for better loan opportunities. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed November 22, 2002 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

In response to applicant's argument that the Novastar system and method cannot be 
combined with the disclosures of Tengel, Anderson, Dykstra and ique.com for the 
purpose of rejection applicant's claims in view of prior art, the test for obviousness is not 
whether the features of a secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into the 
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structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed invention must be expressly 
suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what the combined 
teachings of the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. 
See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 

Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Siegfried Chencinski whose telephone number is 703- 
305-6199]. The Examiner can normally be reached Monday through Friday, 9am to 
6pm. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, Hyung S. Sough, can be reached on 703-308-0505. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 
308-1113. 
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Any response to this action should be mailed to: 



Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington D.C. 20231 



or faxed to: 

(703)305-7687 [Official communications; including 
After Final communications labeled 
"Box AF"] 

(703) 746-81 77 [Informal/Draft communications, labeled 
"PROPOSED" or "DRAFT"] 

Hand delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park 5, 2451 Crystal Drive, 
Arlington, VA, 7 th floor receptionist. 

SEC 

February 24, 2003 , /} 




Hyung-SiibSci;c5i 



